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findings about the primarily Negro first-grade students as a group
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. PREFACE

All tasks begin with anticipation, anxiety, and hope. So
it was with the South East Educational Development in the Hunters
Point-Bayview area of San Francisco, California. It is a novel
social invention, the import of which will be great if it works
and achievesmost of its goals. If this first year's work is the
harbinger of good educational things to come, the SEED project
can be revolutionary in influence. Perhaps this new invention
of a democratically based interstitial organization between the
community-at-large and the schools is the cutting edge for future 3
creativity in education and educational responsibility. !

o,

: There is much to admire in the SEED projects efforts and edu
cational progress in first grade reading education as the reader E
will see for himself further in this diagnostic review. However, 4
the work of this diagnostic reviewer was hampered by recent poli- g
cies of the Unified School District of San Francisco ir relation 4
to the use of ability or so called I.Q. tests in the evaluational
work of programs. Explicitly, Mr. Yvon O. Johnson's memorandum

of May 11, 1970 is the current embodiment of that policy. The
complete text of this memorandum is found in Appendix I. Its
essence is the prohibition of ability tests for program evalua-
tion purposes. Though there are many reasons why this policy came
into being and effect, the accounting for variance in achievement
test results is not possible without external criterion measures
of a standardized variety. This writer believes that this policy
is too stringent in character. He also believes that this was not
the original intent of the board policy, viz., to hamper ecduca-
tional evaluation of programs. Allowance for ability tests in
program evaluations is not only appropriate but needed. Igncrance
is no substitute for science; and the argument from silence is no

argument at all.

L B ettt B S e Mk et Bt R Wit

The preparation of this diagnostic review has been possible
because many persons cooperated. I am indebted to the Reverend
Charles H. Lee and his entire SEED staff for their unqualified
aid and service. And in particular I am moved to cite with plea-
sure my gratitude to Robert L. Fisher, SEED Supervisor of.Education,. .. .. .|
who without stint gave cheerfully of his time, his knowledge, his
office resources and his insightful competence into primary educa-
tion. 1In particular, his general review of the findings was ap-
preciated; and I was gratified to know that he found nothing at ;
variance or inconsistent with his intimate knowledge of the total i

SEED educational enterprise.

Further, I must note with special regard the computer program-
ming work of Hugh James Everett, doctoral student in computer

10 &
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sciences in the University of California-Berkeley. His consci-
entiousness and fortitude is appreciated; and the results he .
produced through that almost magical instrument, Berkeley s 6400
computer, is a significant contribution to this review.

To Mrs. Shirley A. Griffith and Miss Alvina A. Lee of the
secretarial staff of the Department of Education, I am grateful.
The expert typing services of this manuscript and the drafting
work on the tables are lmportant contributions which make this
review what it physically is. .

To Dr. Robert G. Lamp, Director of the Educational Planning
Laboratory in the University of San Francisco and my colleague )
on the education faculty, I owe much. I am grateful to him for
the opportunity to work on this project and learn from it a great
deal. Also, I am apprec1at1ve of his aid and support when the
chips were down and time was running out.

And to my wife Anna and my two boys, Steven and George, 1
owe much in affection; for, I have received much in wifely sup-
port and mountains of child tolerance for a tirad and perhaps
grumpy father during these last several weeks.

Of course, the results of this review are mine; and the
responsibility for them rests with me.

Jsc

August 15, 19790, '
The University of San Francisco,
San Francisco, California.
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A LIST OF MAJOR FINDINGS

The following flndlngs of this dlagnostJe rev1ew are about

the SEED proyect f1rst grade students as _a group. ' These flndlngs
are subject to the quallflcatlons that arise from the variability
found at thellevels of the school; the classroom; and the individ-

ual pupil.

l. SEED proyect first grade puplls earned for thelr schools'
slgnlflcantly higher mean grade equivalent scores in reading than
the first grade puplls in the same schools of the prlor school
year. .

2. SEED project first grade students' .monthly reading
achievement rate was .91 for each month of instruction within the
project. This was slightly less than the normal rate of one
month's achievement for each month of instruction (1.00).

3. SEED project first grade students' mean grade equiva-
- lent score in reading was 1.7, which indicates a two month
reading disability according to the standard set by the San
Francisco Unified School District.

4. SEED pro;ect boys and girls did not lefer in terms of
age, attendance, or earned stanlne scores on the sLandardlzed
reading test.

5. SEED project first grade students' achievement appeared
to be related significantly to attendance. .

- 6. SEED project teacher; subjective and experlentlally
M_based estimates of their pupils" w1th1n-grade levels capac1t1es
were validated by’ ‘achievement- tewt results-at-the-ene pexcent..
level of significance. ) ' S

7. SEED proyect first grade students' ach:evement de not
appear to be related to class size. . :
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INTRODUCTION

Inventions and innovations are products of the human intel-
lect. Their early'merit is wholly abstract. Such merit as they “
appear to have seems to rest upon some imaginative or insightful

'[nOVelty that is related, ostensibly, to the real world and its

“real problems. ‘Successful inventions and innovations are those
which withstand the pragmatic test as to whether the idea, or
invention, or innovation works in ordinary use. Hence federal-

"ism and:regional goverhment, intelligence and projective ﬁests,
"the cemputer and the airplane have been tried and found to work
in ordinary use. This writer knows of no such success for the

v_o:dinary'ﬁse of rain dances, exorcisms, or dowsing rods even

' under’the best of circumstances.

A competentvpragmatic test is one in which reality-testing
end‘feedback Qbﬁains to the creators or users of the idea or
object under test. Such a pragmatic test is facilitated by in-
dependent examiners and observers who have no vested interest in

- the test's outcome. Through independent observers and empirical

~data competentiy"designedvand gathered and,interpreted; the com-

i petent . pragmatic -test-seeks -to-establish-in-an-explicit ~manner " U

the follewing ebout_the,object under test: (1) design simplicity;

(2) rigof and robustness under use; (3) stability of functicnal
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‘to 15 percent where the metropolitan rate is 4.4 percent. Almost

‘25 percent of the Hunters Point families have incomes less than

..as..compared. with 10,1l percent-for-the city-at-larges ~And tHe "

State Testing Program of 1966-1967 showed that the students were

success over time, In this regard, the work of the Consumers'

Union comes to mind.

The South East Educational Development is a social invention,
founded end established within the_Hunters‘Point—Bayview area of
San Francisco, California. This part'of San Francisco is a clas-
gic "across the tracks" industrial slum. It is the area of San
Franciscds greatest poverty. About a third of the families live

in a temporary housing sectlon, the other two-thirds live in per-

manent low-cost ‘housing in the surrounding area. World War II
housing is now deteriorated, dilapidated,.and damaged by acts of

vandalism. The unemployment rate is estimated to be_between 10
$3000 as compared with 13 percent for such families in the city
at large.

The educational level of the Hunters Poznt-Bayvxew area is

below that of the city. Thirty percent have less than an eighth

grade education when compared with 17”pereent for the city. Only [
10 percent of the adults have'completed four years of high school
as compared with 27 percent for the city. Of the residents be-

tween the ages of 15-34 who attendvcollege; there are 3.3 percent

Ty

well below thevcity averages in‘reading,' The school dropout rate

for this area is 22.5 percent as compared with 8.7 for the city.

3
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- 'blames is easy; but it is not productive of progress and success.

To create breakthroughs in resolving the educational plight
of the people in the Hunters Point-Bayview area, the SEED project
has as its intention the development of a community-school organ-
ization to improve the education of the elementary school child
in the area. In the words of the project writers:

[SEED seeks] to establish an exemplary model of com-

munity organization. . .which will foster. . .a more

meaningful, intellectually productive, and personally

satisfying education[al] program for the children in

'the elementary schools of the Hunters Point-Bayview
Dlstrlct. :

- The pragmatic test here is whether an "intellectually productive"

education has been obtained uhder the COmmunity-SChOOI organiéa-
tion-thus"far developed. That is one of the purposes of this
study. ' That is its objective part.

e

But more importantly, this report is designed for a use.

It is designed'to be a diaghostic review and not a judgment.

Its use is to provide guidance in program development for the
second and third years cof the project's life. This guidance is

for the professional staffs of the schools, the SEED staff, and

‘the parents of the children in the program. To assign lauds and

~ The education of children is too important to wait upon'probléms

of community frictions, interpersonal rivalries,.and self-érati- -

fication through power.

e et e a v Y a s e o s Amgles S = gAne e e

' The SEED project schools are éight in number. The seven pub-

lic schools are: (1),Bayv1éw;'(2).3ret Hartef'(3) Burnett;
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(4) Fremont; (5) Hunters Point II; (6) Jedediah Smith; (7) Sir
Francis Drake. All Hallows is the one private school, a Roman

Catholic institution.

As school plants go, Bret Harte, Burnett, Fremont, Jedediah
Smith and Sir Francis Drake are in reasonably good condition, hav-
ing been built in the mid 1950's. The Bayview School was built
in 1908. It is scheduled for razing and replacement, though this
appears to have been delayed at present. However, Hunters Point
II consists of ramshackle 1944 wooden portables of the worst de-
scription. Also, Jedediah Smith and Sir Francis Drake schools
have annex buildings of the same vintage and variety as the 1944
wooden portables of Hunters Point II. Though the Unified School
District of San Francisco has‘approved.recently the building of
a new school building in Hunters Point, the availability of that

plant will be at least some four years in the future.

It is in this milieu that the SEED project operates. This
report will provide a descriptive analysis of the first grade
children in the SEED projecﬁs eight schools. Full or partial
records of 568 boys and girls are.the basis of this review. The

- SEED projeét,-being in oﬁeration for one year, had as its gdal
to work on.first grade programs in reading and mathematics.
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THE EMPIRICAL BASIS FOR THIS DIAGNOSTIC REVIEW

Througn/the cooperation and service of the SEED office staff,
the principals, and the classroom teachers, a set of empirical
data was obtained on the first grade students under the SEED Pro-
ject's funding. These data were: (1) student's name; (2) student's
‘birthday: month and year; (3) student's sex; (4) the number of full
‘days in attendance in the program; fS)‘teacher;s estimate of the
student's reading level: below grade, at grade, and above grade
levels; (6) the grade for reading aSSigned by the teacher at the

~ end of the school term; (7) the stanine score and the grade equi-

valent score earned by the student on the Stanford Achievement

Test: Primary I for Grade 1 - Reading, Form W given in Spring 1970.

Two other pieces of data were collected; but they were not
used in this review. These were: ' (1) teacher's estimate of stu-
dent's arithmetic 1eve1:‘below3grade; at .grade, above grade levels;
(2) the arithmetic grade assigned_by'the teacher at the end of the
school term.- Inasmuch as an aehievement examinationbin:arithmetic
had not been administered as-it had been for reading, the absence
of such an external criterion meaSure nade:it impossible to make

~a-reasonable diagnostic opinion-on-achievement in arithmetic. =~

Even in the best of all possible worlds of Dr. Pangloss, com-

plete records on every child are not possible. Every researcher

17
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expects to find a certain number of partial records. But it was
unfortunate for this review that about 23 percent of the total
students' records are partial,in respect to significant data.
‘Particularly difficalt is the fact that 49 percent of the Bayview
School's student records and 83 percent of the student records
from the Jedediah Smith School are partial in significant data.
Nonetheless, these gaps dc not_constitute an insurmountable de-
terrent»toward achieving a reasonable, useful, and meaningful
diagnostic review. See Tables Nos. 1 and'2>for the number, the
particular areas of data, as well as the schools and classes

for which student records are partial in a significant'degree.

This diagnostic‘review will not attempt to study the several
curricular approaches to the teaching of firet grade reading in
the several SEED schools. These problems are not amenable to
post hoc educational analysis. Though'very'complex, such prob?
lems are amenable to systematic inquiry, given the development
and correct instailafion cf the research design into the reading
curricula so that the data collection becomes an integral and
unobstrusive routinized element planned into theilearning process
of the children. ‘This was:not the case during this first year of

SEED.
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NON-ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SEED FIRST GRADERS

The ethnic composition of the SEED schools typify the current
industrial slum. The first gradeis in the Hunters Point-Bayview
area schools are over 90 percent negro. See Tables Nos. 3a and

3b for the ethnic composition of the first grade classes for the

academic years of 1968-1969 and 1969-1970.  This datalbn the ethnic

composition of the schools was provided by the records of the SEED

Office.

The proportional distribution of boys and girls in the 1969-
1970 SEED prOjeét first gréders is 54'peréeht and 46 percent,
- respectively. Thbugh All Hallows and Sir Fféncié Drake have more
girls than boys, the reverse is true for the bther schéols. See

Table No. 4 for the'data.

As wéuld be expéctéd 6f first.graders entering the'éecond
‘grade, the mean age’for all students is seven years. See Table
No. 5 for frequenéy and,pr0portional’distribution of SEED first
grade pupils by school and sex. The decimal ages were calculaﬁed

" as of June 1970.

19
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ATTENDANCE PATTERNS

School attendance is an empirical indicator cf the child's
availability and opportunity for instruction. Of course, the
loﬁer the attendance reccrd, the lcwer the stndent's opportunity
to learn, given the desperate economic circumstances of the major-

ity of thevHunters Point-Bayview parents.

?} | But attendance in schocl is‘an empirical indicator of the:

‘ degree of rapport, cordiality and cooperation between parents

and the school. The reasoning is, the closer the cooperation
between parent and school, the higher the attendance of the child.
The higher the attendance of the child in school the greater the

opportunity for a given child to learn.

The total number of days‘in the academic year of 1969-1970

was 181. For all the SEED schools' first graders, the mean full
days in program was 152 days.‘ The range of this statistic was
from Hunters Point II mean of 132 days to All Hallows' mean of

169 days. See Table No. 6 for these statistics by school and sex.

Attendance can be stated more cogently in terms of the per-

cent of the base of 181 days of school. For all schools, the

first grade boys andqgirls had a mean percent of 83. The'range: -




g ra T anee s s e e e e

of mean percent days in attendance is from Hunters Point II mean

of 73 percent to All Hallows mean percent of 93. See Chart No. 7.

There is another way to look at attendance of SEED project
first graders, that being the percent of the number of students
attending school more than Bl‘percent of the time. In this re-
gard for all SEED school first graders,.76 percent of the children
attended more than 81 percent of the total school calendar of 181
days. Th1s stat1st1c ranges from Hunters P01nt II where only 50
percent of the chlldren attended more than 81 percent of the time
to All Hallows where 98 p@rcent of the chlldren attended more than
81 percent of the total school days. See Table No. 7 for the de-

tails of this statistic by schocl and by sex.

If there is any one issue upon which the SEED organlzatlon,
the schools and the parents can work cooperatlvely and w1th 1mme-
d1ate results, that 1ssue 1s 1mprovement o‘ attendance. It is
1mportant, necessary and v1tal to young llves be1ng molded It
has been suggested that school attendance is a functlon of the
degree of cooperatlon exlstlng between the school and the parents.
It appears that much needs to be done in th1s area. Further in
thls report the connectlon between school attendance and learnlng

w1ll be demonstrated emp1r1cally.

104
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TEACHER EVALUATION OF READING

Under procedures of the Unified School District of San Fran-
cisco, the evaluation of primary.students is done on a twofold
basis. On her practical but subjective experience}with'the stu-
dents (this is especially true with'first'grade pupils), the
teacher estimates the within-grade capacity level of each child.
These estimates of the within-grade capacity ére aesignated bélow

with a numerical score attached to each:

(b) At Grade Level = 2;

" (a) Above Grade Level = 1;
(c) Below Grade Level = 3.

Table No. 8 provides the mean of the within—gradé teacher‘esti-'
.mates of the SEED project first éraders for all schools, for
individual schouls, and by sex. A cursory reading of this table
shows that the teachers tend to rate their'students»to be "At
Grade Level" (2) or slightly below. It appears to be fairly uni-
versal aé demonstrated bg the fgdt tha£ the'standérd de#iations
are about twoethirdé'of a‘gfade"leVeI pbiﬁt: Further evidence‘
is given in the frequency distribution of students placed ﬁithin
these categories because more than one—haif of the étudents ténd
to be classed within the categories "Above Grade Level” and "At
Grade Level," though thiS'does;vary.With the pafticular school and

teacher.
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The second part of the teacher evaluation for primary stu-

dents is the assignment of grades within each of the above noted

within-grade estimates of student capacity. The grades given, along

with their numercial value, are:

I TS e e s

: ) (a) Excellent = 1
: (b) Very Good = 2
X (c) satisfactory = 3;

i - (d) Improvement Needed = 4.

-y W

In the fifst_grade, however, the grade of "Excellent" (1) is never
awérdea. The highest grade possible is "Very Good" (2). Table

No. 9 provides the mean,grade'for SEED first graders. For the
most part, the grade of "Satisfactory" (3) is awarded. This appears
to be fairly universal as witnessed by the standard deviations of
about two-thirds of a grade point. The frequency distribution of

SEED first graders within the grade categories given above further

T T F o e TN A Y L o e I et der e €10 71

supports this contention because about twc-thirds to three-fourths
of these pupils were placed in the gradé categories "Very Good" and
"éatisfactbry,“ though fhis varies with school and particular teach-
ers. o o v |

In a colléctive sensé,_the SEED teachers' assessment of their
first grade scholars is quite obvious. These teachers believe that
their éupils are at'grade 1eve1 and doing satisfactqrily therein.
Séé Tables Nos. 8 and 9 for the detailed statistiCS'ﬁpon which this
asseition is built. A comparison of these assessments will be made

with the external criterion of a standardized reading test.
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ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS

In May 1970, the first grade SEED project students were

tested with the Stanf.rd Reading Achievement Examination, Form W

for the first grade. Two scores were,recorded for each child
taking the examination: (1) a stanine score; (2) a grade equi-

valent score.

Stanine scores are convenient derived scores which provide
useful categories within which students rank themselves. The
following within-grade categories are defined by stanine scores:

(a) Below Grade Level

s 1, 2,
(b) At Grade Level: 4, 5, 6,;
- (c) Above Grade Level: 7, 8,

3;
9

Found in Table No. 10, the overall mean stanine score for
SEED project first graders was 3.5 which is at the upper end of
the "Below Grade Level" category. Only the Bﬁxnétt School had
earned a mean stanine‘score of 5.1 which is cleafly in the middle

of the category labeled "At Grade Level."

As rankings, stanine scores do not provide a useful unit
for measuring educational change in terms of time. A means of
doing this is the grade equivalent score. The grade equivalent

score is a decimal number in which the whole number represents

24

134




TR

AR R e R S A S
0 D o s B ST s AR SO A et e bR RN RN :.kﬂwmﬁﬁ

the grade year and the fractional tenths represent the number
of calendar months within a ten month academic year. Thus a
grade equivalent score of 3.4 is intérpfeted to mean the a-
chievement that is commensurate with that found at the fourth
month of the third grade in some objectively tested subject
matter field.

The mean grade equivalent score for all SEED first graders
is 1.7, viz., achievement in reading commensurate with a norm
population at the seventh month in the first grade. This mean
grade equivalent score suggests that ‘the SEED children will
enter the second grade in the fall of 1970 on the average with
a three month handicap. See Table No. 1ll.

it is significant to note, however, that the SEED program
did not commence operation until October 1969 (Expected Grade
Equivaient Score=1.1) and that the Stanford reaaing test was
given.in late May 1970° (Expected Grade Equivalent Score=1.9).
In terms of standard test procedu;es, there is a difference in
‘instructional time of'eight months frém the program's beginning
to the date of the test's administration. This suggests that
the SEED project children's rate of growth was .91 month per
each month of instructién within the SEED program, which is
slightly below the normal rate of one month's growth for each
month's instruction. Theoretically, had the.SEED first grade
children a full ten months of reading instruction within the
SEED program, they W6uld have been slightly less than one month
behind a normai grade e@uivalenﬁ score of 2.0. See Tablé'No. 12.

Of particular interest 'is the mean grade equivalent score
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of 2.1 earned by the students in the Burnett School. In about

eight months of instruction, these chindren grew eleven months,

or at a rate of about 1.4 months"achievement.fdr each instruc-

tional month. With such a rate, the Burnett children as a group

haQe caughtbup and will be at grade levei when they enter tﬁe

second grade in the Fall of 1970. This accounts also for the

5.1 stanine score that the Burnett School first graders earned

] collectively, for the assuption behind the stanine score's

construction is a full year's instruction at the normal rate

of one month's achievement for each-month of instruction. -Suchv

a signal advance in reading achievement rates of Bﬁrneﬁt SChoél _ ' ;

first gfaders must be inveétigated carefﬁlly SO thaﬁ the re- :

plicable elements in Burnett's reading program can be installed

in the other schools. However, the achievement of the Burnett

children is not uniform by varies'with the teacher, the élass

of students, and the individuéi child learned himself. ' ;
In retrospéct, it appears that the generalized statistical

impression of the SEED teachers that their students Qefe slightly

below grade level and working at a sétisfactory pace is eﬁpiéally

substantiated. The monthly reading achievement rate for all

first grade pupils was .91, or slightly below the normal rate
of.l.OO{ Furthg:, another test gubstantiatiﬁg teacher. judgment
collectively was made. A chi square test of association and

‘a contingency coefficient of correlation C were calculated be-
tween the teachers' within-grade capacity estimates of their é

| ' pupils and the students' earned stanine scores placed into

these categories. For all teachers in all schools, the asso-

ciation was statistically significant at the .01 level and the

| | o - . 15




contingency coefficient C waé .47 (57 percent of the maximum
valué:af C for a 3 x 3 table); -At fhelschool 1eVe1; only
Hunters Point II teachers did not effectiﬁely'iudgeltheir'stu—
‘dents at a .01 1evé1. All other échools' faculties did so, with
a range of C statiétics from ;41 tb..GS. Unfortuhately; the

Bayview School did not have enough data. See Table No. 13.
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OTHER FINDINGS

The section provides a series of three findihgs that are
relevent and important for interpreting this review report as a

whole.

- Sex-linked Hypotheses: Three hypotheses weré‘empirically

tested to dete;mine whether.the boys and girls in this test popu-
laﬁion differed significantly in respect to deciﬁal age, atfendance
(fﬁll days in program)} ahd stahine reading scores. Tables Nbs.
14-16 present Mann-Whitney U teéts on all three of these variables
in relatioﬁ to sex. All thrée ntll hypotheses were accepted, for
no significant differences betweén bbys and girls were manifested
in relation to the factors of decimal age, attehdance, and reading

stanine scores.

Achievement related to Attendance: The hypothesis was tested
as to whether attendance (number of full days in program) and read-

ing achievement (stanine scores) were significantly related. A

chi square test of association and a contingency coefficient of cor-
relation C were calculated, dividing both variables at their means.
The chi square test.rejected the null hypothésis at the five per-
cent level. Thus the idea that a significant associatioﬁ exists

between attendance and achievement did obtain. Further, the con-

tingency coefficient C was .61 (85 percent of the maximum C value

17
28
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possible for a 2 x 2 matrix), a remarkable correlation for fre-

‘quency data. See Table No. 17.

Class Size and Monthly Reading Achievement Rates: The ques-

tion was raised as to whether“for this group of students class
size and»the students' monthly achievement rates in reading were
related in a statistically significant manner. Supporting the
results of a vast literature on class size éna achievement, no
significant statistical difference in monthly reading achievement
rates was foﬁnd to exist between two groups of classes, divided
into two dategories at théir mean size, viz., 20.. See Table No.
18. Hence, class éize was nof; of itself, a significant element
in the development of monthly achievement rates. Theré is uh-
doubtedly some more intimate Curriculér factor; such as the number
of direct instructional hours per pupil, which probabiy accounts

for the differentials obtained.

In the professional and parental evaluation of the SEED pro-
ject's educational product, these findings, indeed, modify

and give depth to the SEED product's meaning.

SRS
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HAS THERE BEEN SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENT IN EDUCATION?

The one significant question left yet to be answered is: Has
there been significant improvement in reading achievement under
SEED project funding when children are compared to first graders

of the prior school year in the same schools? The answer to this

'question is yes. Tables Nos. 19 and 20 provide the empirical evi-

dence for this assertion.

Table No. 19 contains two sets of comparative mean grade egui-
valeht scores for the seven public sckools' first graders. The one
set of scores is for the SEED first grade pupils of the academic
year 1969-1970. The second set of scores is the cchort of first
grade students in these same schools for the prior academic year.

A quick inspection of Table No. 19 provides the reader with the

fact that all schools, except Bayview, haw either the same or im-
proved mean grade equivalent scores. Further, Table No. 20 provides
a Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance Test By Ranks H which
indicates that a significant difference between the two sets of
children obtains. The SEED project first grade pupils earned for
their schools higher mean grade equivalent ééores. The statistical

level of significance is at the one percent level.

The import of this finding should be lost to no one, for it

means that something educational significant has happened tec the

19




SEED project first grade pupils. They apparently read better than

the previous cohort of first grade children in these same schools.

20
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CONCLUSION

The results of this diagnostic review suggest that something .
educaticnally significant is happening in the Hunters Point-Bay-
view South East Educational Development. In terms of growth in
reading achievement, an intellectually productive education is
being evolved. It is hoped that these efforts be continued, for
they are empirically constructive. And it is the further hope
of this writer that the professionals in education, the parents,
and the SEED Staff constructively will work together and inter-
pret this report for diagnostic and remediation purposes. This
writer stands ready to aid them in this significant continuing

endeavor.

In the iﬁtroduction of this diagnostic review, the writer
referred to the nature of the competent pragmatié test. In a
sense, this feport is one piece of evidence in a pragmatic test
as to whether.the SEED project works and is educational productive.
The estimate of this writer is empirically based. He has little
hesistancy in writing the following. If reading growth was the

goal of SEED, SEED has demonstrated its efficacy in this area.

2
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Research and Program Evaluation

May 11, 1970
MEMORANDUM
Tos All Evaluators of Special Programs‘
From: Yvon 0. Johnson, Acting Director

~ Research and Program Evaluation
Subject: Use of Ability (IQ) Tests in Program Evaluation

Inasmuch as the primary intent of all special instructional programs
presently carried on in the San Francisco Tnified School District is to increase
student achievement in subject-matter content and skills;

And, inasmuch as the employment, if any, of ability (IQ) tests is only
to attempt to describe the learming ability of the participating students and is
not an integral part of the evaluation of student achievement;

And, inasmuch as there exists concern as to the validity of present
ability (IQ) tests in measuring the learning potential of ethnic minority and/or
low-socioeconomic-status students, and that there is a concern that a self-ful-
filling prophecy can result when program personnel use these ability (IQ) scores
as an indication of student learning potential;

Therefore, the Division of Research and Program Evaluation hereby directs
all inhouse and contract evaluators of special programs that, as of this date, the
following statements apply to all present and future special instructional programs:

1. No ability (IQ) tests other than those mandated
by the State of Califormia are to be administered
~ to program students.

2. No ability (IQ) test scores, including those
obtained from State-mandated testing, are to be
maintained in the special program's data bauk or
records. Existing IQ scores in the program's data
bank or records are to be removed or blanked out.

3. Program evaluators will not furmish ability (IQ)
scores to program persomnel or others.

Y, Program evaluation'reports will not contain ability
(IQ) scores.'»:

: This ﬂlrectlve does not preclude any studies or experiments that attempt
to develop culture-free or culturally relevant tests of learning ability, profi-
ciency, or potential. Permission for such studies must, of course, be obtained
throvgh this office.

Y0J:eh
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TABLE NO. 3a
Y SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE STUDENTS: ETHNIC COMPOSITION,
BY SCHOOL TYPE FOR ACADEMIC YEAR 1969-1970+
PUBLIC , , PRIVATE
- 3 SCHOOLS (7) SCHOOL (1) TOTAL
ETHNIC CLASSES N K % N % . N %
. [ — et
L .
Negro or Black 470 94 42 82 512 93
American Indian 1l - - - 1 -
Oriental - - -— - - -
[ Spanish Surname 9 2 1 2 10 2
-s, :
Other White 7 1 5 10 12 2
: Others 15 3 3 6 18 3
- .
TOTAL : 502 90 51 10 553 100
]
. +Source: SEED Offilfe Staff] Record$
- 42 <
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TABLE NO. 3b

HUNTERS POINT-BAYVIEW FIRST GRADE STUDENTS: ETHNIC COMPOSITION
BY SCHOOL TYRP FOR ACADEMIC. YEAR 1968-1969+

:
PUBLIC PRIVATE
; SCHOOLS (7) | scHooL (1) TOTAL
. ETHNIC CLASSES
N 3 N % N %
4 Negro or Black 556 91 50. 60 606 87
American Indian : 3 -- -- - 3
1
Oriental 1 - 3 4 4
F Spanish Surname 16 3 4 5 20 3
] Other White 20 3 15 18 35 5
. Others 17 3 11 13 28 4
' TOTALS ' 613 88 83 12 696 100
|
|
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NUMBER OF FULL

DEVIATI

ON

34.77
35.31
35.01

3.10
7.08
5.76

26.72
21.10
24.58

21.81
41.41
32.43

29.89
35.84
32.19

47.34
23.46
39.22

TABLE NO. 6
SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE STUDENTS' ATTENDANCE:
DAYS IN PROGRAM, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
_ (TOTAL SCHOOL DAYS: 181)
o STANDARD
SCHOOLS N MEAN
ALL SCHOOLS
Boys I 239 153, 38
3irls 198 149,97
Boys and Girls 437 151.83
" ALL HALLOWS
Boys 24 169.96
Girls 32 168.00
Boys and Girls - 56 168.84
BAYVIEW
- Boys 18 168.50
Girls 9 162.00
Boys and Girls 27 163.00
BRET HARTE
Boys 37 158.58
Girls 31 147.94
Boys and Girls 68 153.72
BURNETT
Boys 50 157.62
Girls 30 150.93
Boys and Girls 80 155.11
FREMONT
Boys 28 149.50
Girls 19 155.00
Boys and Girls 47 151.72

o v Y




TABLE NO. 6 (Continued)

o STANDARD
N ' MEAN ~ DEVIATION

———
——

SCHOOLS

HUNTERS POINT II

Boys 23 130.00 41.51 :
Girls . 11 137.00 44.14 J
Boys and Girls 47 132.27 41.83

J. SMITH
Boys 10 165. 40 . 9.19 i
Girls 10 157.70 18.86 ;
Boys and Girls 20 161.55 14.97 . j 4

SIR F. DRAKE

Boys 49 144.00 42.37 :
Girls 55 137.31 18.03 ;
‘Boys and Girls - 104 140.47 - 42.12 ;

Note: The means and stjandard deviatidns have been r#unded.
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TABLE NO. 11
SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE STUDENTS: READING ACHIEVEMENT GRADE
Y EQUIVALENT SCORES, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS, BY SCHOOLS
AND SEX , '
SCHOOLS , - N MEANS STANDARD
DEVIATIONS
ALL SCHOOLS
Boys 278 1.70 .51
Girls 236 1.77 .48
Boys and Girls 514 1.73 .50
ALIL. HALLOWS
Boys 26 1.52 .26
r Girls 19 1.63 .29
Boys and Girls 45 1.57 .27
BAYVIEW
, Boys 26 1.53 .26
: Girls 19 1.63 .29
. Boys and Girls 45 1.57 .27
BRET HARTE
Boys 37 1.72 .38
; Girls | 30 1.82 , .35
' Boys and Girls L 67 , 1.76 .37
{
BURNETT
, . Boys " 48 2.07 .79
; - Girls 29 2.20 .62
| Beys and Girls 77 2,12 .73
FREMONT
Boys 26 1.59 .27
Girls 17 1.7 .26
Boys and Girls | 43 1.64 .27
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TABLE NO. 11 (Continued)
SCHOOLS N MEANS STANDARD
DEVIATIONS

HUNTERS POINT II

Boys 21 1.39 .12

Girls 11 1.47 .14

Boys and Girls 32 1.42 .13
J. SMITH

Boys 51 1.76 .53

Girls : 46 1.72 .61

"Boys and Girls ’ 97 1.74 .56
SIR F. DRAKE

Boys 44 1.56 .33

Girls 50 1.65 .44

Boys and Girls 94 1.60 .70
Note: The means and sﬁﬁndard deviatiohs have been rofnded.
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TABLE NO. 12

SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE CLASSES: MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATE
SCHOOL/TEACHER STUD- | MEAN MONTHS: N it
ENTS | GRADE ACHIEV
VALENT ACHIEVE- [INSTRUC- {RATE
SCORE MENT TION
N ' Y X Y=X
prm——
ALL SCHOOLS 514 1273 7.30 8.00 .91
ALL HALLOWS 1.72 9.20 8.00 45
(1) Teacher No.
002 29 1.9 2.0 8.00 .5
(2) Teacher No.
003 29 i.0% €. 8.00 ]
BAYVIEW 1.57 5.70 8.00 .71
(1) Teacher No.
010 22 1.50 5.00 8.00 .63
(2) Teacher No.
' 011 23 l1.64 6.40 8.00 .80
(3) Teacher No. .
+ 012 - No Data - - -
BRET HARTE 1.76 7.60 8.00 .95
(1) Teachexr No.
022 20 1.77 7.70 8.00 | .96
(2) Teacher No.
023 24 1.91 9.10 8.00 1.14
(3) Teacher No.
024 ‘ 23 1.60 6.00 8.00 .75
BURNETT
(1) Teacher No. \
034 24 1.71 7.10 8.00 .89
(2) Teacher No.
035 13 2.88 18.80 8.00 2.35
(3) Teacher No.
036 25 2.14 11.40 8.00 1.43
g4 4/
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TABLE NO., 12 (Continued)
STUD-~'| MEAN MONTHS: N MONTHLY
SCHOOL/TEACHER ENTS GRADE ACHIEVE-
EQUI~ - MENT
VALENT RATE
N SCORE ACHIEVE- | INSTRUC-
MENT TION
Y X Y-=X l
. ) |
BURNETT (continued) |
(4) Teacher No. |
037 15 2.09 10,09 8.00 1.26
FREMONT 1.64 6.40 8.00 .80
(1) Teacher No.
046 : 21 1.75 7.50 8.00 .94
(2) Teacher No.
047 22 1.54 5.40 8.00 .68
HUNTERS POINT II 4.20 4,20 8.00 .53
(1) Teacher No. '
055 13 1.41 4,10 8.00 .51
(2) Teacher No.
: 056 19 1.42 4,20 8.00 .53
J. SMITH 1.74 7.40 8.00 .93
(1) Teacher No.
063 16 1.86 8.60 8.00 1.08
(2) Teacher No.
: 064 18 2.52 15.20 8.00 1.90
(3) Teacher No.
¢ -065 19 1.52 5,20 8.00 .65
(4) Teacher No.
] 066 17 1.43 4,30 8.00 .54
+(5) Teacher No.. -
067 : 9 1.58 5.80 8.00 73
(6) Teacher No. .
068 18 1.47 4,70 8§.00 .59
65 51 a A
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" TABLE NO. 12 (Continued)
m._——
STUD~ {MEAN MONTHS: N MONTHLY
SCHOOL/TEACHER ENTS GRADE ACHIEVE~
EQUI- MENT
VALENT RATE
SCORE ACHIEVE~ } INSTRUC~
N MENT TION
Y X Y:X .
SIR F. DRAKE 1.60 6.00 8.00 .75
(1) Teacher No.
077 15 2.05 10.50 8.00 1.31
(2) Teacher No.
078 22 1.33 3.30 8.00 .41
(3) Teacher No.
079 19 1.77 2 7.70 8.00 .96
(4) Teacher No.
080 21 1.53 5.30 8.00 .66
(5) Teacher No.
oyl 17 1.48 4,80 8.00 .'60
+Split classes of firfkt and slecond graders
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TABLE NO. 17

SEED PROJECT SCHOOLS: FIRST GRADE STUDENTS' ATTENDANCE AND
READING STANINE SCORES ==~ CHI SQUARE TEST OF ASSOCIATION
AND CONTINENCY COEFFICIENT C OF CORRELATION

ﬁ———*T

FULL DAYS IN PROGRAM |

a= gigtngiiz:s ' CHI SQUARE TEST CONTINGENCY
Pasnete | COEFFICIENT C
J. Smith chi sg = 4.800 C = .61
=B i ey | =chi =
b ayview Hozchi sq = 3.842 C/Chrax .61/.71
(.05, 1 af)
¢ = Fremont = 85% (2x2)

Hunters Point 2
Sir F. Drake




TABLE NO, 18

SEED PROJECT SCHOOI.S: CLASS SIZE AND MONTHLY READING
ACHIEVEMENT RATES -- KRUSKAL—WALLIS CNE WAY ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE BY RANKS, H

_m——_

GROUP A GROUP B
(Class Size: 20+) (Class Size: 19-) .
MONTHLY MONTHLY
CLASS READING CLass READING
SIZE ACHIEVEMENT RANK SIZE ACHIEVEMENT RANK v
RATE RATE
29 770 14 19 .96 18.5
29 .71 11 h‘ 19 .65 8 |
25 1.43 24 i 19 .53 3
24 1.14 21 18 .59 5
24 . .89 16 .18 1.90 25
23 .75 13 17 .60 6
23 | .80 15 I 17 .54 4
22 .63 7 16 |  1.08 20
22 .41 1 15 1.31 23
22 .68 10 15 1.26 22
21 .94 17 % 13 2.35 26
21 .66 9 I 13 .51 2
20 .96 18.5 H 9 .73 12
TOTAL 176.5 7 - o 174.5
R | - 31152.25) @ 30450.25
m—:—._—; — Al
H=[12/8 (N + 1)] [ R®/ng] - 3(N +1) .

( .017 ) ( 4738.6 ) - 81

H= - .44 (1 df) Hy, = chi sq. = 6.64,
. .01, 1 4f.

,722 .:58“.>
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TABLE NO. 19 4
A COMPARISON OF GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES ON THE STANFORD READING i
ACHIEVEMENT EXAMINATION (FORM W) BETWEEN SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE 4

'STUDENTS (1969-1970) AND FIRST GRADE STUDENTS OF PRIOR ACADEMIC
YEAR (1968-1969), BOTH TESTS GIVEN IN MAY OF ACADEMIC YEAR

— — A—
— — ———

'SEED PROJECT FIRST PRIOR YEAR FIRST
' SCHOOLS GRADE STUDENTS GRADE STUDENTS
. “MEAN MEAN
GRADE  ~ N GRADE
| N EQUIVALENT EQUIVALENT ”
L
BAYVIEW 45 1.57 . 46 1.73 |
BRET HARTE 67 1.76 59 © 1.68 3
BURNETT 77 2.12 51 1.69
FREMONT 43 1.64 47 ~ 1.58
HUNTERS POINT II 33 1.42 25 1.4
J. SMITH 97 1.74 65 1.39
SIR F. DRAKE 94 1.60 72 1.59

Note: Mean Grade Fquivalent Sqores have bebn rounded.

B LT T RVICINED YL s
STRSRE N

59
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TABLE NO. 20
SEED PROJECT FIRST GRADE STUDENTS' AND PRIOR YEAR FIRST GRADE
STUDENTS® GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES ON STANFORD READING ACHIEVE~
MENT EXAMINATION (FORM W): KRUSKAL-WALLIS ONE WAY ANALYSIS OF
| VARIANCE TEST BY RANKS - H. .
| —————————— ‘
SEED PROJECT FIRST PRIOR YEAR FIRST , »
SCHOOLS . GRADE STUDENTS GRADE STUDENTS
MEAN ' MEAN v
RANK GRADE RANK GRADE
: ' | EQUIVALENT EQUIVALENT
*====================;============;=§gggg======ﬁ========, _SCORE_
BAYVIEW 4 1.57 - 11 1.73
BRET HARTE J 13 1.76 9 1.68
BURNETT | 14 2.12 ~ 10 1.69
1] .
FREMONT 8 1.64 5 1.58
HUNTERS POINT II 3 1.42 2 1.41
J. SMITH 12 1.74 1 1.39
SIR F. DRAKE 7 1.60 6 1.59
TOTAL RANKS 61 44
RANKS2 3721 1936
NY
H=I12/NON + 1)] [ R%¥/ng] - 30N + 1) , .
H= ( .571 ) ( 808.14 ) - 45
H = 416.45 (1 af) H, = ghéfsq. = 6.64, .01,




